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For service organizations, service delivery excellence is a necessity. It is also tightly coupled to the 
favorable attitudes and behaviors of an organization’s customer-contact employees. Described as service-
oriented organizational citizenship behaviors, service employees who exhibit high levels of these 
behaviors are willing to go beyond their formal job description. They display loyalty, participation and 
dedicated service delivery to customers. Drawing from existing studies, this paper defines the concept of 
service-oriented organizational citizenship behavior, explains why these behaviors are important for 
service organizations, and discusses the determinants of service-oriented organizational citizenship 
behaviors. 
 





The services sector is a key contributor to economic growth, both in developed and developing countries. 
A fundamental requirement, or a critical success factor, for long term success in the services sector is 
service delivery quality (Tsaur, Chang, & Wu, 2004). Working in the front line, customer-contact 
employees play a prominent role in service quality (Schlesinger & Heskett, 1991). Their attitudes and 
behaviors have been found to be positively related to high quality service delivery (e.g.,Hartline & 
Ferrell, 1996; Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1994; Schneider & Bowen, 1985). In general, scholars have cited 
two reasons for the significant impact of attitude and behavior. First is that service-delivery typically 
involves personal interaction between customer-contact employees with their customers (Bienstock & 
DeMoranville, 2006), and second is the difficulty service organizations face in evaluating employees’ 
performance against the nuances of customer interactions (Wang, 2009a).  
 
These discretionary behaviors fall outside formal evaluation systems. One example is organizational 
citizenship behavior (OCB), which Organ (1988) coined as “individual behavior that is discretionary, not 
directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and in the aggregate promotes the efficient 
and effective functioning of the organization” (p. 4).  
 
As the fundamental role of customer-contact employees is to interact with customers and represent the 
organization to outsiders (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993, p. 90 ), Bettencourt et al. (2001) extended the 
focus of OCB to include behaviors of customer-contact employees in a service setting. Bettencourt et al. 
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(2001) created service-oriented OCB (SO-OCBs) to describe the discretionary behaviors of customer-
contact employees in the services sector.  They outlined three SO-OCB dimensions, namely loyalty 
OCBs, service-delivery OCBs, and participation OCBs. With loyalty OCBs, customer-contact employees 
act as the advocator to promote the products, the services and the positive image of the service firm to 
outsiders. In participation OCBs, customer-contact employees take the initiative to communicate to the 
organization and coworkers on how to improve service delivery. And in service-delivery OCBs, 
customer-contact employees behave in a conscientious manner in performing their duties. Wang (2009b) 
supported this notion, positing that these OCB dimensions are more suitable than other measures in 
predicting customers’ perceptions of service quality and satisfaction, and are essential for customer-
contact employees in a services setting, as compared with manufacturing employees. 
 
While OCBs have been the focus of many studies (González & Garazo, 2006; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 
Paine, & Bachrach, 2000), scholars noted that outside a handful of studies (e.g., Bettencourt et al., 2001; 
Chebat & Kollias, 2000; González & Garazo, 2006; Moliner., Martı´nez-Tur, Ramos, Peiro' Jose´, & 
Cropanzano, 2008; Moorman, 1991; Sun, Aryee, & Law, 2007; Wang, 2009a, 2009b; Yang., 2011), there 
is a lack of research in the specific forms of OCBs most suited to the service setting (Bettencourt & 
Brown, 1997; Sun et al., 2007; Wang, 2009b). Given that SO-OCBs are likely to result in higher customer 
satisfaction and retention, which in turn lead to higher profit margins for service organizations, (Hartline 
& Ferrell, 1996; Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1994), extending our understanding of SO-OCB predictors in 
customer-contact employees is relevant and required. Therefore, this paper attempts to describe predictors 
of SO-OCBs. First, the author conceptualizes the construct of SO-OCBs, and then provides evidence of 
the importance of SO-OCBs. The paper closes with a summary of previous studies related to the 
predictors of SO-OCBs.  
 
CONCEPTUALIZATION OF SERVICE-ORIENTED ORGANIZATIONAL 
CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR 
 
The SO-OCB concept originated from OCBs, which have evolved over the past 20 years (Hoffman, Blair, 
Meriac, & Woehr, 2007). In 1983, Smith, Organ and Near (1983) introduced the notion of organizational 
citizenship behavior, which was delineated into two dimensions of altruism and generalized compliance. 
The former refers to offering help to individuals and the later refers to compliance with general norms, 
rules and expectations. Organ (1988) expanded the concepts by defining OCBs as “individual behavior 
that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal reward system, and in the 
aggregate promotes the efficient and effective functioning of the organization” (p. 4).   
 
OCBs then consisted of five dimensions: altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic 
virtue. Altruism refers to behaviors that help other employees on organizational relevant issues. Courtesy 
refers to behaviors that prevent problems that may be encountered by other coworkers. Sportsmanship 
refers to the willingness of employees to disregard the impositions and minor inconveniences that may 
arise in the workplace. Civic virtue refers to employee behaviors regarding political involvement in the 
organization, while conscientiousness refers to behaviors that go beyond the minimal requirement of the 
job such as punctuality, attendance, breaks and compliance with general rules (Organ, 1988). This 
conceptualization implied that OCBs are voluntary and not included in an organization’s formal reward 
system, and that when these behaviors are aggregated over time, they enhance the effectiveness of the 
organization. Using Organ’s (1988) definition, Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Moorman and Fetter (1990) 
developed measures for OCBs, comprising five dimensions. Since then, their scale has been widely 
employed in OCB literature (Hoffman et al., 2007).  
 
Graham (1989) proposed a four-dimension model of OCBs, which consisted of interpersonal helping, 
individual initiative, personal industry and loyal boosterism. Interpersonal helping refers to voluntarily 
International Conference on Contemporary Issues in Accounting and Finance 2015 (CoCIAF2015) 
49 | P a g e  
 
helping work colleagues or preventing work related problems. Individual initiative covers communication 
to coworkers to improve the performance of the individual or group. Personal industry refers to the 
performance of specific tasks above and beyond the requirements of the job, and lastly, loyalty 
boosterism describes promoting an organization’s image to others.  
 
Based on the five-dimension OCBs taxonomy proposed by Organ (1988), Williams and Anderson (1991) 
proposed a two-dimensional conceptualization of OCBs. The two dimensions of OCBs are OCB-O, 
which refers to behaviors directed towards the organization, and OCB-I, which refers to behaviors 
directed towards individuals. Organ’s dimensions of altruism and courtesy are categorized as OCB-I and 
conscientiousness, civic virtue, sportsmanship comprise OCB-O (Williams & Anderson, 1991) 
 
Coleman and Borman (2000) further developed OCBs into three dimensions namely, interpersonal 
citizenship performance, organizational citizenship performance and job-task citizenship performance. 
Interpersonal citizenship performance are behaviors that benefit other organizational members, similar to 
Organ’s (1988) dimensions of altruism and courtesy or the OCB-I dimension of Williams and Anderson 
(1991). Whereas organizational citizenship performance refers to behavior that benefits the organization, 
and are aligned to sportsmanship, civic virtue and conscientiousness dimensions of Organ (1988) or the 
OCB-O dimension of Williams and Anderson (1991). The third dimension, job-task citizenship 
performance, is considered to be the extra effort and persistence on the job where the individual exhibits 
the desire to maximize their own job performance. The major developments in OCB constructs are 
summarized in Table 1. 
 
TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF THE EVOLUTION OF OCB CONSTRUCTS 
Author(s)  Dimension of OCB 
Smith, Organ and Smith (1983) Altruism and generalized compliance 
Organ (1988) Altruism, conscientiousness, sportsmanship, 
courtesy, and civic virtue 
Graham (1989) Interpersonal helping, individual initiative, personal 
industry, loyalty boosterism 
Williams and Anderson (1991) OCB-I, OCB-O 
Coleman and Borman (2000) Interpersonal citizenship performance, 
organizational citizenship performance and job-task 
citizenship performance 
 
In addition to the multiple conceptualizations of OCBs, scholars acknowledge an inconsistently in the 
dimensions that make up OCBs (Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010), and with the terminology used 
to label OCBs (Babcock-Roberson & Strickland, 2010; Coleman & Borman, 2000; LePine, Erez, & 
Johnson, 2002). The labels for the domain of behavior, which overlap with OCBs introduced by Organ 
(1988), include prosocial organizational behavior (Morrison, 1994), organizational spontaneity (George & 
Brief, 1992) and extra-role behaviors (Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995). To avoid the muddiness, 
Organ commented that “it would be preferable to avoid, if we could, reference to extra-role behaviors in 
defining OCBs” (Organ, 1997, p. 88). 
 
However, despite these issues, OCB concepts have been successfully applied by practitioners and 
researchers in the rapidly growing service industries (Tsai & Su, 2011). However, the measurement OCBs 
scales designed for non-service industries were not ideal for the service industry (James & Ann, 1996), 
which has large numbers of customer-contact employees who play a fundamental role in serving 
customers. To address the behaviors needed in this area, Bettencourt et al. (2001) extended the focus of 
OCBs to include service-oriented OCBs (SO-OCBs). According to Bettencourt et al. (2001), SO-OCBs 
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refer to the discretionary behaviors of customer-contact employees which are not recognized by a formal 
reward system. Bettencourt et al. (2001) proposed three dimensions: loyalty OCBs describe customer-
contact employees as the advocators for the products, services and image of their service firm. The second 
dimension, participation OCB, captures employee initiative to improve service delivery, such as giving 
feedback to hotel management on how to improve service quality and meet customer demands. The third 
dimension, service-delivery OCB, refers to conscientious behaviors during service delivery. According to 
Bettencourt et al. (2001) the constructs of SO-OCBs are similar to generic OCBs; the only difference is 
the focus on individuals who deal with customers and represent the organization to outsiders. In support 
of this structure, Wang (2009a, 2009b) stated that SO-OCBs are more appropriate than other measures of 
OCBs in predicting customer perceptions of service quality and customer satisfaction in service firms, 
given that customer-contact employees have a high intensity of contacts with customers in the service 
industry. 
 
THE IMPORTANCE OF SERVICE-ORIENTED ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP 
BEHAVIORS 
 
According to Bell and Menguc (2002), the relationship between SO-OCBs and service quality can be 
explained by, firstly, customer-contact employees’ interactions with their customers; their behavior can 
have a direct effect on customer perceptions of service quality. When customer-contact employees 
conscientiously deliver services, they can improve the service quality and customer retention through 
their reliability, responsiveness, visibility, assurance and empathy (Castro, Armario, & Ruiz, 2004). An 
empirical study, conducted among eight large luxury hotels located in Manila by Bordia et al. (2010), 
suggested that employee SO-OCBs were positively associated with customer satisfaction. Likewise, 
Webber and Klimoski (2004) found evidence that SO-OCBs of a client manager significantly predicts the 
retention of clients.  
 
Secondly, Bell and Menguc (2002) asserted that OCBs can improve service quality through behaviors that 
assist and support co-workers. For example, when customer-contact employees initiated discussions on 
how to meet customers’ needs to an organization’s management and their colleagues, the service quality 
improves. Empirical evidence is available in a study of 535 employees from 49 well-known fast food 
franchise restaurants. Bienstock et al. (2003) found a positive relationship between employees’ OCBs and 
organizational service delivery standards.  
 
In addition, Sun et al. (2007) conducted a multilevel analysis of hotels in China that found SO-OCBs are 
negatively related to employee turnover intention and positively related to employee productivity. This 
confirmed earlier work by Schlesinger and Heskett (1991) that stated that low profitability can be a result 
of employee turnover because discontinuity in the customer relationship lowers customer loyalty. Further, 
high turnover among customer-contact employees increases human resources effort in recruitment, 
training and commitment building, which further increase of organizational expenses.  
 
DETERMINANTS OF SERVICE-ORIENTED ORGANIZATIONAL CITIZENSHIP BEHAVIOR 
 
Organizational Related Variables 
 
Three organizational related variables, human resource management practices, leadership and work 
values, have been examined as the determinant of SO-OCBs.  
 
Human Resources Management Practices 
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Sun et al. (2007) postulated that human resources management (HRM) practices, which comprise of 
selecting staffing, extensive training, internal mobility, employment security, clear job description, result-
oriented appraisal, incentive rewards and participation, have a significant effect on SO-OCBs. 
Specifically, Wang (2010) indicated that extensive training and behavioral-based performance appraisal 
were two important HRM practices that lead to SO-OCBs.  However, in that study, Wang (2010) did not 
find any support from incentive rewards practices (job enrichment and performance-based compensation). 
In a more recent study, using a sample of 438 customer-contact employees in Malaysian upscale hotels, 
Choo and Nasurdin (2014) indicated that service training, performance appraisal, and information sharing 
exerted positive and significant effects on SO-OCBs. Another study in the service industry of  270 
employees by Chiu, Lin, and Han (2015) showed that internal job opportunity was positively related to 
SO-OCBs, but job insecurity disheartened SO-OCBs. 
 
Some studies have noted the impact of mediating variables. For example, employee attitudes such as 
affective commitment (Yang, 2012) and job satisfaction (González & Garazo, 2006) were found to 
influence the relationship between HRM practices and SO-OCBs. Likewise, Tang and Tang (2011) 
suggested that the relationship between HRM practices and SO-OCBs was fully mediated by the justice 
climate and service climate. However, Lin and Lin (2011) indicated that organizational climate does not 
have a direct effect on SO-OCBs; instead organizational climate moderates the relationship between 




Only a limited number of studies have investigated the role of leadership in predicting SO-OCBs. The 
first study, conducted by González and Garazo (2006) among employees from 143 hotels in Spain, 
concluded customer-contact employees are likely to display SO-OCBs when their leaders exhibit good 
service standards in their behaviors and management styles (González & Garazo, 2006). Likewise, in 
their study of the airline industry, using a sample of 228 Taiwanese flight attendants, Tsai and Su (2011) 
reported that transformational leadership cultivates SO-OCBs, while, interestingly, transactional 
leadership discourages the display of service delivery OCB.   
 
Work Values  
 
Work values refer to how an employee evaluates their interpersonal, interactions, and social contributions 
within their work context, the importance of their work to themselves and their surroundings, and the 
influences of their work on their own status or authority (Robbins, 2003; Schwartz, 1999). Using a sample 
of students in the Taiwan Police College, Chen and Kao (2012) examined the relationship between work 
values and SO-OCBs. Their study showed that the relationship between work values and SO-OCBs was 
significant. In addition, it indicated that psychological contract and professional commitment mediates the 
relationship between work values and SO-OCBs. Earlier empirical research has identified personal 
variables such as personal disposition, emotional intelligence, and demographic characteristic (age, 
marital status, organizational tenure, and gender) are related to SO-OCBs (Bettencourt et al., 2001; 
Chaudhry & Usman, 2011; Chen & Kao, 2012; Payne & Webber, 2006; Wang, 2009a; Yang., 2011).  
 
Personal Related Variables 
 
Researchers have examined a range of personal related variables as the antecedents of SO-OCBs, such as 
personal disposition, emotional intelligence, and demographic characteristic such as age, organizational 
tenure and marital status.  
 
Personal Disposition 
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From the study by Bettencourt et al. (2001), employee disposition variables, such as service orientation 
and empathy, were shown to be the best predictors of the service delivery OCB dimension.  Specifically, 
Bettencourt et al. (2001) demonstrated that employees’ service orientation is the most critical variable in 
predicting service delivery OCBs and that employees who possess higher customer knowledge are more 
likely to exhibit participation OCBs. Additionally, Ladebo (2004), on the basis that individuals with high 
positive affectivity tend to feel enthusiastic and experience positive attitudes, argued that personal 
disposition such as personal affectivity would be a significant predictor of SO-OCBs, however, he failed 




Emotional intelligence refers to an individual’s ability to perceive emotions, to access and generate 
emotions that assist understanding others’ emotions (Mayer & Salovey, 1997). For example, Chaudhry 
and Usman (2011) found  that the level of emotional intelligence of an employee has a significant and 
positive relationship with SO-OCBs, based on their sample of Pakistanis working in private sector. In 
particular, their study showed that 40% of the variance in SO-OCBs was accounted by the emotional 




The relationship between demographic characteristics and SO-OCBs has shown mixed results. Wang 
(2009a) and Lin and Lin (2011) reported that demographic variables such as age, organizational tenure, 
and marital status are significantly related to SO-OCBs. However, Bettencourt et al. (2001) indicated that 
age was only positively related to the loyalty OCB dimension, and Ladebo (2004) indicated that age was 
only positively related to conscientiousness OCBs. Other studies reported that some demographic 
variables, such as gender, work status, employment status, and organizational tenure, do not have a 




A glance through the past studies revealed that attitudinal variables have been widely studied in the 
attempt to understand the antecedent of SO-OCBs. The four attitudinal variables that consistently affect 
SO-OCBs are job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and perceived organizational support.  
 
Job Satisfaction  
 
Previous studies have clearly evidenced that job satisfaction has a positive and significant relationship 
with SO-OCBs (Payne & Webber, 2006; Tsai & Su, 2011). In particular, job satisfaction has consistently 
shown a positive relationship with the dimension of loyalty OCBs (e.g., Bettencourt et al., 2001; 
González & Garazo, 2006; Ladebo, 2004; Payne & Webber, 2006). In addition, Tsai and Su (2011) found 




Organizational commitment refers to the willingness of employees to assist the organization even though 
they do not receive any direct rewards upon that assistance (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). 
Empirically, researchers have found that when customer-contact employees are committed to the 
organization they tend to exhibit positive work behaviors, such as SO-OCBs, to support the effective 
functioning of the organization (Hsu, Chang, Huang, & Chiang, 2011; Yang, 2012). However, Payne and 
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Webber (2006) asserted that organizational commitment is only significantly related to altruism SO-
OCBs and does not have any effect on loyalty OCBs and service delivery OCBs. In addition, some 
studies have indicated that organizational commitment plays an intervening role in the relationship 
between work values (Chen & Kao, 2012; Yang, 2012), perceived organizational support (Wang, 2009b), 
and HRM with SO-OCBs .  
 
Perceived Organizational Support (POS) 
 
POS describes employees’ belief that their employing organization cares about them personally and 
values their contributions to the organization (Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; 
Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986; Eisenberger, Stinglhamber, Vandenberghe, 
Sucharski, & Rhoades, 2002). Scholars assert that employees who percieve organizational support may 
feel compelled to repay the organization by exhibiting SO-OCBs, which benefits the organization. Hence, 
empirical studies have supported that POS predicts SO-OCBs (Lin & Lin, 2011; Wang, 2009a). In 
particular, Bettencourt et al. (2001) noted that perceived organizational support is the best predictor of 
loyalty OCBs, and Ladebo (2004) also reported that perceived organizational support is significantly 




Relatively speaking, SO-OCBs are a new construct introduced under the cohort of OCBs. To date, studies 
that have examined the predictors of SO-OCB were restricted to just a few variables. Therefore, the paper 
suggests that researchers embark an integrated approach in their study of SO-OCBs. For instance, future 
studies might explore the roles of organizational culture, communication satisfaction in the organization, 
and workplace spirituality in fostering SO-OCBs. In addition, it would be fruitful to expand the 
investigation of the predictors to include the effects of SO-OCBs in contributing to organizational 
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